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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This paper is applicable to the scientific community because it speaks to the use of Candida tropicalis as a starter culture for improving cocoa bean fermentation. It is faced with the challenge of inconsistent results that come with spontaneous fermentation, which typically leads to inconsistent quality of the beans and, in turn, economic loss. In proving that C. tropicalis improves the efficiency of fermentation, reduces processing time by 50%, and improves bean quality at a semi-pilot scale, this research provides important information for the regulation of cocoa processing. The findings provide a possible solution for speeding up cocoa processing while offering consistent quality, a field that is critical in the manufacture of chocolate and other cocoa products.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article, "Fermenting cocoa using a starter strain of Candida tropicalis: A strategy to improve the quality of cocoa beans in Côte d’Ivoire," is suitable. It clearly and concisely conveys the main topic of the research, the specific microorganism used, and the geographical context of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The paper's abstract is generally good, well summarizing the purpose of the research, design, key findings, and implications. Some of the recommendations for possible additions to make it more comprehensive are as follows:

Specific Fermentation Parameters: Although it says "Key parameters measured included fermentation index (FI), pH and acidity of pulp and cotyledon, and reducing and total sugars in both bean pulp and cotyledon," referring to the duration of the fermentation (for instance, "for six days") would be helpful.

Study scale: "Semi-pilot scale (10 kg)" has already been utilized in the abstract and that should be enough.

Quantitative results on other parameters: While figures for percentages of FI and brown beans are given, mentioning briefly whether other parameters (pH, acidity, sugars) also showed considerable improvement with best strains, even without figures, would fill in the results summary. 
Overall, it's a good abstract. The proposed additions are minor and would only enrich somewhat the already well-presented information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, according to the given content, the manuscript seems to be scientifically accurate. The manuscript is in the conventional format of scientific research, consisting of an introduction and background and citations, a materials and methods section, a results section showing data, and a discussion explaining results in the light of literature available. The experimental protocol for measurement of parameters such as fermentation index, pH, acidity, and sugar is in line with conventional scientific procedure. Statistical analysis by ANOVA and RStudio also supports the scientific validity of the research. The conclusions drawn are directly reflected in the results given.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided in the manuscript appear to be largely sufficient and recent. The majority of the references were within the past decade, with some of them in the years 2019, 2020, 2021, and even 2022 and 2023.

Use of older, traditional texts (e.g., AOAC 1990 for methods, Bernfeld 1955, Dubois et al. 1956 for sugar determination, Agbo et al. 1985 for extraction, Gourieva and Tserrevitinov 1979 for FI) is also acceptable, as they are traditional approaches in food science.

As focus is given to Candida tropicalis, it would be useful to ensure that the most recent and pertinent studies particularly on the same cocoa fermentation yeast are covered. Add review articles particularly on the contribution of Candida tropicalis among the non-Saccharomyces yeasts to cocoa fermentation, if not previously covered in the existing reviews. For instance, a wider review of yeast starter cultures to cocoa fermentation during the recent years could give a good overview and some further relevant citations.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English proficiency and lexis of the article are, as a rule, suitable for academic communications. The sentences are specific, concrete, and employ appropriate scientific terminology. The transition from one section to another is proper.

There are a few extremely minor areas where wording could be modified for even greater scholarly accuracy or natural phrasing choice, but these do not actually detract from the general quality or readability of the material. For example, there are a couple of sentences that could be rephrased to be more concise or to remove tiny redundancies. These are, however, style concerns and not errors of understanding or scholarly integrity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research is well designed and seeks to solve one of the largest issues of cocoa fermentation, the variability in spontaneous fermentation, and the need for controlled processes to enhance quality and operational efficiency. The use of Candida tropicalis as a starter culture is especially important, particularly since little research is being carried out on its effect at the semi-pilot or industrial levels.

Experimental design is excellent, detailing starter culture preparation, fermentation trial, and the variety of analytical techniques used to track the fermentation process and bean quality (FI, pH, acidity, sugars, cut test). The experiment scale (10 kg fresh cocoa beans) is appropriate for a semi-pilot experiment in order to be more practically relevant than the laboratory-scale small experiments.

Results are clearly depicted and reported, which show that higher concentrations of C. tropicalis (10⁵ and 10⁶ cells/g) significantly accelerated fermentation rate and yield, reducing processing time. The detailed analysis of pH, acidity, and sugar variation in the pulp and cotyledons provides valuable biochemical data on controlled fermentation conditions.

The discussion adequately relates the findings to literature and places the observed changes into perspective. The conclusion reaffirms the potential of C. tropicalis and suggests clear directions for future research, such as optimizing levels of inoculum, optimizing fermentation conditions, and assessing scalability and sensory impact.

In general, this is well-done and a worthwhile effort in the area of cocoa fermentation research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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